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THE OFFICE OF INSTRUCTTONAL RESOURCES .

,TEACHING CENTER- -

UNIVERSITY OF TLORIDA

INTRODUCTION -

A

One of the greatest educational experiments to groWout of the ferment
v .

:I!

s Of the 1960's has -been the'opening of the college and university adMissions to

all those who .seek post - secondary education. 'Many of those, who have pursued ..---r".
,

,. r,

opportunities in higher education have been,di?fferent from the traditional.
. .

4

college-bound student, different in edutatibnal preparedness, in socio-economic

strata and in attitudes towards themselves as learners.

This report otthe'evaluation of the Office of Instructional,Resources

,.

Teaching Center dqscribes an'approach to deal with the problems of assessing
' f

--
'

.. .
.

an instructional Program developed in 1972 for'students who did neat meet the
, A. . - I

admission requirements ot /the State University System. , The evaluation ,design .

,nbt only provides ca model.to stpdy the evolution of a program, but it also de=
I

s'bribes the application of formative evaluation to program development. The

conduct of the entire evaluation is influenced by the disseminatibn requirements.

'Therefore, this paper also addresses problems in communication and providet con-

creteexamples of their resblutioh.

ESSENTIAL COMPONENTS OF THE PROGRAM

The' Teaching Center is an academic, instructional unit serving the stu-
.

,dents and faculty of the special course sections. Recruiting of these students

isdone by the Office of Admissions; orientation to the Univerei is conducted
.

by the Special Serv,,ices Program; financial aid is madg available' through the

. Financial Aid Office and the Special Services Program. Support services such

as health care, academic, career and personnel ,counseling and career placement

\- -

are made available through regular university agencies.

I
*. .
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The specialized coMponents:of the Teaching Center include:

Multiple Achievement Testing and Feedback. Instructors divide course

content into units an write a bank o test questions in multiple-,choice or

.

short-answer format or each unit which are stored in the computer: A

student, when-he feels Ile is ready, comes to the Teaching Center for testing,
s -

is administered a computer-generated test and has it scored by a laboratory

assistant immediately. If He haS. met'the criterion set by the instruct

he has completed that unit. rf he fails, he is given

//

additional help; and
. z

.

attempts the trst ag-in, respoinding to different items from.the
)

item bank

Stored in the computer. In\addition, the Registrar has established an tql"-

grade which allows a,student an additional three weeks at the close of the

quarter to complete Work withoutpenalty.e .

,i , ... ..
..

Tutoring. A tutor is assigned tq each course taught through the Center.

He works closely with the instructor, attends clesS and responsible for

contactj.ng and tutoring every student in: the course: -Tutoring is done 0on

individual and group basis, both before and after testing, depending upon
. ,

.

the pre4erence and needs of the students.
, -

2

r
.

Score Reporting. Each day test results are splored,in the computer.
' , j,

.
...

From this data, weekly'progress reports are generated for each student and

each course section, and are made available Co instruetors, tutors, and the, .

' ,

director of the.Zenter: Thus it is.pOsible at al). times to monitor the
.

progress'of any individual student or the progress oI an entire class on any
.

particular unit of work; .

..t-

' During the two years a Student may enroll-sinspcial sections he also
. ,

enrolls, in regular cours'e's of the .University. , As its performance scores
.

. ..

.

on tests increase, .he is encburaged to enroll in more,non-TeachipgiCenter

courses '4P'.that'1lis transitiot.to the,academic mainstream is successful.
,(/

. .
'. t
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; In addition, instructors are encouraged to use essay-type examinations and
. s

writing assignments as part of their instructional activities.' Writing

1

.

instructors at the Teaching Center work with students on these assignments,

so they may 'develop academic writing skills that are essential in upper

*
division work.

FORMATIVE EVALUAt ION
9

The formative evaluationsencompasseR four areas of'the Center's

activities. The fOur areas identified for study were/the management system,

tutor effecti$eness, item quality, and client satisfaction.--Tre entire

population of, students using Teaching' Center services during-the fall

.quarter, 1976 has b.ggn included in this analysis.

4

TVsuits

1

3.

1) Management system: testing times. It was clear that dome studTsi
s2^

(

in most courses took an inordinately long period of time to comple-ege040-

tests. The distributions of testing times were generally pogitively skewed

which indicated that the, majority of:the testing times were less than the

average testing time with 4 few extremely long times.

M'anagement system: grading'times. Wide variability in grading times

characterized most courses.
,

- Grading, time should be at aininiutum with little variability. This goal

0
was intended to reduce the pressure on graders and to increase the inter-

,

action between students and tutors. The data doep not indicate'that the

goal was,successfully achieved:
4

Management system:, student flow.. On the.basispf the infbrmation

gathered, it was clear that Mondays and Fridays were the heaviest. testing



days.. The heaviest weeks mere the fourth and eleventICWeeks.

time periodS were'10:30 a.m. and 1:30

The busiest

Management system: testing deadlines. Charts were prepared to document

the pattern of test taking behavior affected by the establishthent of ,different
ft

deadlines for. unit tests. The 4u0tion was ooncerned with whether or not a

4 greateA number -of days in which a -siudentwas allowed to'take a unit test

-

s.

would affect the flow of traffit in th Center. It was found that testing

longer than three day periods

tended to wait until'the last day regardlevf how many days were initially

resulted in the
t

same pattern; the students

alldwed (see Fig.

At4

44

Fig. 1. .Testing Deadlines

/4)
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Managemecrt system: repeat,testing on the same day. Another groblem
.

, .

.

in directing-thestUdent flow in the Center
tvappearq to be related.to the .

practice of repeating the same test on the same d y. An analysis of the

scores for those students who did repeat tests on the same day found that

fifty -five percent of the time the practice did not benefit the student

(see Table 1)
J.

TABLE 1. REPEAT TE ING ON THE SAME DAY
FALL 1976

Improved Score Nonimproved Scores

Fail Twice
N = 110; % =.25

Fail - P
N ,= 1 Pass - Fail

.

% = 25 .11 =2 P; % = 6
i

roved Pass Pass : DeCiine
=7 89 N- = 48;. % = 11

'1, = 20

Total Improved-T-f,

N= 201; = 45

Pass Orange -

N = 60; %

TOtal-N6Lieproved.
N =045; % = 55

I

Management system: ITreat testing over a This question was con-
\

'':cerned with the optimum number of att s to allow given unit test.
\V

The Center policy was to allow repeat testing. However, it was felt tha:Ca
, \

-

maxtmum number of attempts shodld beestablished based upon in rmation
,

. %

which would indicate that further,attemptS were not t:enefictal.tb he
t:

student and were contributing to congestion in the Center. Data fro:MI the s

'fall quarter 1976 testing sessions were analyzed, aqd,a matrix of average

percent correct. scores was prepared for'studentswho retested the same

unit test (see Tab

11, It_

a
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TABLE f2. MATRIX OF SCORES FOR STUDENTS WHO

, 'REPEAT THE SANE TEST: FALL 1976

6

' Number of
'Times Tested

Average Percent Correct' .Number of

Students -1 2 3 4 5

1 62.0 570 '

A

57.8 .4 716

,3'
57.8 67.1 '333

1 4

43.9 51.4 55.1 5:5.8 44

. 5 43.9.1 53.2 55'.6 47.1 59.5 '10
U .

6 47.5 40.0 70.0 35.0 70.0
1

.1

.41

(
The matrix revealed that students who took the same test twice increased

their scores from 57.8 to 68.4 percent correct. Students who took a test three

4

'times increased their scores from 51.1 to 67.1 percent cotKect. Students who

'retested more than three times failed to improve beyond the third attempt.

4
While students who took a test tnly once received the highest initial scores,-

those students who retested twice or three times received the highest final,
.

scores.

Tutor effectiveness., The data from the tutor activity r
.

revealed that great variability existed in the number of tutoring sessions
, . 1

. .

within subject areas. as well as across subject areas. The number of sessions

.. 1

appeffred to be related more to particular tutors rather than differing course

4

requirements.
J _

, -. .

While more tutoring occurredin the physical science and ma thematic's

s;\

areas than in the humanities-and,social,science fields, it was not established
NM.

. that these differences were subject related. i.. _

,. ., '')..`

An additional criterion for judgiw thd success of the tutoring program

was the academic( success of thd students who were tutored. The following-
.

*

1
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ttible lists the distributionfof grades in the courses taught throua0 h the

--center ift-thefall-la/6-=-The_average number of 1= utoring sessions for -each
f

grade revealed a positive relationship .between the number of sessions and
A

the grade received for students-wh were tested.(see Table 3).

7

(...._,

y
Grade

Totall'iotal

umber

TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION OF GRADES BY NUMBER

, OF TUTORING SESSIONS 1

Total Number Total Number Average Number

Tutored Sessions Se'Ssions

VIIL

Range.ia.'
Sessions

.
A 69 36 I

.
216 6 - 30

.

.
. B 99 60 :343 5a 1 -24

. C 115 74 320 4.3 1 7 .18

D 35 '49* "a 109 . 3.7 1 - 12 t

1_
16 40 2.5, 1 - s8

'*One student received a "D",with 30 tutoring sessions and was deleted

from the analysis.

3). Item analysis. Item an.plyses were run for all unit tests in the

. .

physical science courses. Item difficulties,were computed and the distribution c,

.

ohresponses to item foils was examined. A meeting was held with-the instructor1
Eromphysical science to explain the role of item analysis in item construction.

The results of\the analyses along with input from the tutor far the course were
.(

used in the revision of items for that course. Additional meetings with the0

other instructors were planned.

4) Client satisfaction. The questionnaire solicited

about: the management of the Center-, the Center's role in

,

responses to items

thestudents'

educational improvement, theattitu4s:tOward thtutors, and whether_ or, not

.the ftudents like coming to the Center(see Table 4).

:

,s

'4
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TABLE 4: ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES -1'

(1) Nana ement
fun ion

42rEducational
"'betterment

(3)

,

Tutoring
attitudei

-- .t

(O'Like.cpming
. to Teaching
Center *

"General Attitude"
(Totals) .

Positive
:

-Neutral Pegotive
N . %

.. ,

1157 604 297°

, a

,
151 24% 321 N51%.,

)

1

505 63% "213 27%
.

(

, 69 327° 93 '44%

1749' 547, L018 327°

N '% N %

346 16%

,
- y)

159 257°

\-78 -10%

. .

51 2.1.7.

457 14%
. -

*.Students were strongly favorable.toward the testing and uading 'procedures.

The only areas of'weakness pinp ointed w ere the privacy of.the grading area and

the setting of deadline dates.

Generally no opinion was expressed about the extent to which the Center
. ,

contributed toward educational betterment. Some studentsfeltthat they.might
. .

have trouble adjusting Co regular courses, bedause those courses did not

allow for m4ftiple testing and tutOring.

The tutoring compopent'receivedthe greatest proportion-of the favorable
. -

responses. Amajdrity preferred individual tutoring Sessions; only twelve

. '

percent preferred group sessions. - . ,

The social value of the Center was asSesseld`by,afking the Students) if
,

e . .. r

_they liked coming. Thelargest category of responses was neutral. When the

queistionnaire was administered; the Center was-focapdd in a temporary. building

.

which was in poor repair. Subsequently, the Center was mov.ed to a more
(

,

. attractive location, and a foltbwlp quetionnaire.showed a substantial shift
.

. .
toward'favorab le responses on this ie.im -

,
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SUS AATIVE EVLUATION.

1

'T`he Registrar Maintains a computer-based data file on students which ' .

A
.

.

dates back-to 1972. This datatas4rovided records for the study. The
- .. - ,

. .4',
'

design provtded' fo6 longitudinal analysis of tie success of the five...
.

.

0

groups of special admision students admitted from 1970-1 975. Criteria for

success was measured by retention,, gradi point average, passing related non-
.

Center courses, and choice of major. The relatilionshi0 between'g rade poipt

. .

o
,average and lorida '1'Welfth,Grade Test scores was also examined.

Aesults,

Retention. Retention was,deterthined by grouping the special admission

students by the year in which they enrolled as freshmen. Retention rates

increased each year. :ForexamPle, *twenty percent of the 1972 students had

.graduatd by 1976 (se& Table 5),

r 7
TABLE 5. ANALYSIS OF WITHDRAWALS 1972-197p:

High Achievers : and Center Students

4'

'Graduated Withdrew Still Enrolled'

High achievers '424 110 N = 163 N '151'.

%,10'.26 = 38 % = 36

Center students. 118 N= 24 N = 45 N_ 49. ,

''''CN= '20 % %= 41

*Aour year study'(1972-1976) followed a group-of students with CLEF
credit and a comparison group of students with equal ability to
determine their patterns of academic achievement., The figures for

" the high schievers id ,Cable 5 were retention rates for the comparison
t group in the CLEF study.

Forty. -one percent of .the students were,stilr enrolled; and Ehirty-efght,

.

percent had withdrawn. Of those students wha withdrew,,slightly more than
. .

11
'

t.
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halt were in academic difficulty. Tf

1(1

.

rincipal difference between thespecial

admission students and a group of high chte.mikz_st-udents. for which retention

-4 :eta was available was the reason,for withdrawal. Thir percent of the

4 high achieving students who withdrew were in tcaddmic difficulty compared to

sixty-two percentof. the special, admission students-who withdrew. More of the

r t .

high achieving Students had graduated, but re of the special-admiesionel

*students Were still enrolled.

Grades. Grades for special admission student approximated the average

C

grade points for all freshmen. Grades earned in Center courses'Were higher
,

.'. -

..) .4. - .

.
-. ,

than those earned for other courses, perhaps because of the mOtiple.testing
. . .

ty

t m .

_ortunities offered in the Center. t

.

, ,

Do Center courses predict success in related Courses? The_problem was
. . . . .

-defined as the relatiOns'hip between the last course in a subject area taken

through the Center end the first course taken outside, Center. Passing

rates for the social sciences were uniformly high regardless of whether or
-

not the students hadtaken courses through the Center. ,Passing rates for
.

biological science were uniformly low. In physical. science courses, passing

.
rate's increased from 1970 tp 1975for students who took previous courses ina .. ,

. .

,-, .. c
?.

physical science through-Mie Center. Similar increases were not f6 for°l ,

, .
.

,
v , ,

students who did'not enroll first inCenter course,s, in 'physical scie e,

, .

Major fields., The greaast numbei of special admission students ''

- -, t.

,.-
.

declared majors',in.social Science, with education second and'business-third.' .'

.. ,

I. a t.
, I

.
Enrollment in-education.deolined and increased. in health-relatsd fields.

''

lb .

k. F.

, 0
$

. FlIrida Twelfth Grade Test and .grade point, average. When all Special.
. - -

admission stUdents were ranked froM low to'high on the Florida Twelfth Grade

' . 4. ,

Test along with their fres,hman and sophomore point average's, no Attern
.. i. '.-

.

,.
. .

was apparent Achieliement test scores did not predict the retention of
. .,

. ,t .

T.
,

.

students in the species' 'admission category.categor.
.

... .'
4

"
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DISSEMINATION

The evaluation produced data related to .management efficiency and pro-

gram accountability. However, sole deficiencies in communication between the

Miter and the students, faculty and other administrative units were evident.

.These deficiencies were due not only tothe failure to share, infomation,'but

1 , - . 4 . , ,

Alsb to the difficulty.in identifying the apprdpriate offices 'th which to
y ....

share the-data.. In a, large university, considerable effort should be expended

in locating those persons with whom a communality of interest exists. ip
. _ t

The proctps of identifying the audience to receive the report 's has a

.

direct effect upon the type of information ccaleetedarApon its delivery

system. Reports tend to vary in purpose, form, and the amount of detail

included depending upon the intended audience. The- evaluation project data

had to be reworked to meet the, requirements'bIz,:the Teaching Center staff, the

federal government,. students, administratorsiiind other universities interested

-
in the program. ,Ok

o

When tlie putpose,of a report was to trovide data for the-development of

efficient management, formal evaluation mo.;, s were usecand extensive detail

was included However, feperalporting requirementswere different These

reports nece itated the developmeift of particular data in the form specified
.

.
.
by.the Office of Health, Education, and Welfare, A third type of report, for

students, was written. in a questiOn 'and answer format and was related to problems

raised by ,the students. Finally, reports to -Naministrators_summarized account-.

ability6data and made policy recommendations. These reports were most eMc-

'O.

'Eiveoidien they were short and concise. .

1
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The first task undertaken to improve communication within'the Center was

the'development of a technical manual in which the dutieslpf the staff and the,

policies and procedures were delineated. Even though the manual required
4

0
constant revision, it did provide a record of the development of the Center

which was useful inthe evaluation and Was a reference Point'for.all decision

making. .The manual, helped to insure that some continuity was preserved during

the deVelopment stage of the'Center. The technical manual later became available

as a reference for other institutions who were seeking information on the opera-

on of programs for special admission students.

A major obstacle to communication within the University was the scarcity

of available data on the target population of students. Even with &computer-

.

.based information system at the University, it was difficult and expensive .3

retrieve information on the success of a particular group of studdnts. The

\
4 duplication of effort and the ivircessi bility of data at times resulted in con-

flicting reports generated on the same students. The-creation of a data base-
,*

for the Teaching Center evaluation provided the opportunity to meet the needs

of other university agencies. Meetings were held with all -interested administra,-

tive units in order to insure that the new data base would meet 'their reporting

1.1 requirements. The =ordination made possible by the maintenance of,a common data

....

base made communication between units a natural process because it was mutually

1. ,,' D
.

.(beneficial. 1

'

.

Procedural problems with the faculty and students were often directly

'related lia.poor, communication, Therefore, a faculty newsletter was distributed

1
'quarterly. The newsletter gave feedback from the evaluation 9n. the effects on

grades due to repeat testing, and any procedural problems which had emerged.

In addition, information about related programs in reading and writing skills

0
14 .10
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.

development or other-serviCes was transmitted4 Weekly reports on student prog-

ress Were also.sentito faculty, the athletic 'department and 15SSSP.

In order to keep students well informed, posters and graphs were dis-
,

played in the- Center. For example, a low chart was color,keyed to represent

test deadlines in course sections. In this way; students were encouragedto

avoid testing during peak use periods. Leaflets were also prepared to respond

to questions or problems students raised 51 the client satisfaction ques ionL.

naire. Feedback to students from -client satisfaction data was ,expected

improve the quality of the responses to future questionnaires as well as provide

an evaluation, of student attitudes toward the Center.

Finally, quarterly progress reports have been distributed within the

-University which - detail accountability info ation. The'reports includ data

on the number and type of course sections using the Center services, the number

.
of studehts enrolled in the Center sections, and the academia progiesp of the

students. Accurate Information diSseminated throughout the University has been

in4aluable in counteracting suppositions incorrectly held about special studerits.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
I

4

The fo tiye phase of the evaluation of the Teaching center was .designed

to provide information to be used in, the developMent of policies. The data in-

dicated that streamlining di; the'testing and grading procedures -would alleviate

. some of the congestipn at.peak use periods. Ih particular, limits on the amount
.....

c

and frequency of repeat testing'were warranted..' .

.

The overall effectiveness of the tutoring program was established. How-

ever, the tutoring prograM was not'uniformIy strong in all courses. A tutor

.training program was recommended in order to.provide a'mOreuniformIquality of

-4

4 "
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. instruction. Finally, the analyses of the item banks did reveal a need for

further' improvement of the quality of the'items.

The summative evaluation indicated that Center students'did academically

%
survive at the University, and this success was not related to achievement-tet

'scores.

The ultimate success of the Center" depends upon the satisfaction of its

clients, the students and the faculty.

a continuous assessment of the Center'

tion resulting from the evaluation

*
The on =going evaluation effort prbmotes

°

s activities. The interchange of inforMa-

raises questions about policies, procedures,

and even the evaluation itself. the assumption upon whtCh the staff oper tes

is that evaluation and nd dissemination promote the questioning which.is thl key

to the development.of a prcgram satisfying to its clients.

4
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